Publishing professionals concern themselves with the textual and graphic details of the content they publish. Editors, specifically, are responsible for checking and correcting the details of language, style, format, and typography. As precise as editors are paid to be, the nomenclature employed by editing professionals to identify the type of editing required by manuscripts, to communicate about editorial activity, and to evaluate editorial work is, ironically, imprecise. This article identifies the nomenclature used in the publishing industry, the scholarly publishing sector specifically, to label, describe, and discuss editorial activity. It provides an overview of terminology and definitions garnered from a review of literature on the subject of editing. It also presents the results of an original survey of editorial professionals, conducted online, which solicited responses to questions about terms and valuations in the practice of copy-editing. Based on these data, the article draws conclusions and makes suggestions about potential courses of action for standardizing editorial nomenclature in the publishing industry.
beyond the scope of this particular study, are questions about how to measure and evaluate editorial work -the metrics of editing.
A reliable foundation for operating successfully in the publishing industry is a broad consensus that publishing professionals build around the terminology used to label, describe, and categorize editorial work. Without a broadly consistent terminology, those involved in the editorial sphere of the publishing industry cannot know what others may mean when they describe editorial work; they cannot unambiguously articulate their expectations of the work required by a given manuscript; and they cannot delineate the criteria by which that work will be evaluated. Plus, the industry itself cannot accurately describe the volume of editorial work being done, the number of people needed to complete the work, the requirements of those performing the work, or the training needed for the editorial workforce.
Of the various types of editing, this study focuses on copy-editing. Publishers, authors, and editors distinguish between developmental editing, substantive or content editing, and copy-editing. 2 The last of these, copy-editing, is of particular interest because it seems to mean many different things to people within the publishing industry. This study begins with an overview of nomenclature commonly used to describe the work of copy-editing and the people who perform it. In addition to reviewing the literature on the subject, I created a survey to gather primary data on current usage and practice. The survey solicited input from editorial professionals primarily working within the scholarly publishing segment of the industry. Included among survey respondents were both employees of presses that are members of the Association of American University Presses (AAUP) and the service providers on which they depend as part of the publishing ecosystem. As a part of that ecosystem, I am familiar with the daily practices of the editorial professionals who perform work for AAUP member presses. Based on my relationships within the AAUP, it was logical to ask these editorial professionals to participate in the survey. 3 The AAUP represents an identifiable segment of the scholarly part of the publishing industry. Given the criteria that qualify presses for membership in the AAUP, and given the relative consistency of the types of publications that these presses produce, AAUP member presses, along with the network of service providers they engage, constitute a well-defined representative of scholarly publishing. Choosing the AAUP as one's study population restricts how widely one might reliably generalize from this particular sector to the publishing industry as a whole. The relatively circumscribed types of content that AAUP members publish represent another restriction to generalization. Generally speaking, AAUP member presses primarily publish books in the humanities and soft sciences (e.g., behavioural and social sciences).
In 2013 (the most recent year for which I have firm data), academic publishers, which include commercial companies and non-profits, produced 81,571 titles in the fields of the arts and humanities, behavioural and social sciences, and natural sciences. If we narrow the scope further and restrict ourselves to academic books published in the humanities, we are talking about 54,273. The average annual title output in the humanities over the past decade has been around 51,000. The quantitative breakdown of humanities titles by category appears in Table 1 . The journals market is an animal of a different stripe from books. 4 In terms of volume, as of December 2014, Ulrich's Web Directory listed 28,134 active scholarly peer-reviewed English-language journals. When including the 6451 non-English-language journals regularly published globally, the combined number comes to 34,585. The 141 AAUP member presses account for a fraction of this scholarly book and journal publishing activity. AAUP members publish roughly 14,800 books per year. As for journal publishing within the AAUP, a total of sixty-seven member presses published at least one journal in 2014, the number of issues per journal varying from one to four per year (annuals to quarterlies). Collectively, AAUP presses are responsible for 1123 of the 34,585 total journals published annually around the world. The annual article output for all journals five years previously (in 2009) was estimated to be 1,504,600.
5 By 2016, that number had grown to an estimated 2.5 million. However, the exact number of articles and the details of manuscript length (e.g., pages, words, characters, etc.) are not readily available.
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The foregoing summary of the publishing activity of AAUP member presses reminds us that the copy-editing activities required by this group of publishers do not, generally speaking, encompass copy-editing of all types of content. That fact directly influences the following discussion of the nomenclature of copy-editing.
This article studies the nomenclature of copy-editing for several reasons. First, unless a single person performs all functions in the publishing workflow, multiple people need to be involved in producing a book or journal. For these various people to share the same understanding of the editorial work involved, they need to be able to communicate their assumptions and expectations clearly to one another. Clear communication depends on shared nomenclature, clear definitions of the terms being used, and a common understanding of the tasks associated with those terms.
Second, the person assigning the work and the person asked to do the work must come to an agreement over expectations for the scope of the work. The person performing the work must know what the person assigning the work wants her or him to do and not do, when the project is due, what the deliverables are, and so forth. Assuming that the publisher will compensate the person performing the copy-editing task, expectations about fair compensation need to be addressed. If, on the one hand, the person performing the work is an in-house staff member, then the question of compensation is prescribed by the terms of employment. If, on the other hand, the editorial professional is an outside resource (i.e., freelancer), a common arrangement for AAUP publishers, then prior to starting the work, the outside person and the in-house person assigning the work will need to agree to a level and type of compensation. The starting point for such negotiations could be what the publishing industry would consider reasonable and customary compensation for doing the work (i.e., valuation), however one wants to measure it (i.e., per hour, per page, per word). Negotiations could just as likely have to take into account factors other than the editorial work, strictly speaking (e.g., budgetary considerations that the person assigning the work must weigh, schedule and deadlines, level of subject expertise expected by the author). But for that discussion to be successful and satisfactory, the two parties need to have a shared nomenclature and common understanding of the terms they are using.
Third, testing the consistency of nomenclature, definitions, and usage in the practice of editing can also help those involved in educating and training editors. Publishing programs that operate within accredited degreegranting institutions, both those offering formal academic degrees and certificate programs, must develop curricula, teach, and evaluate students based on some core knowledge. Similarly, to operate successfully, publishing services companies that provide editorial services must train their employees, and mastery of the nomenclature of editing is central to that training. The same applies to traditional publishers that need to train their in-house editorial staff.
The remainder of the article is arranged in three sections. First, I summarize the nomenclature of copy-editing as reflected in pertinent literature. Second, I present the results of a survey of editorial professionals designed to gather data on how editorial work is described, classified, and valuated. Third, based on these data, I draw conclusions about the terminology of editing. Beyond that, I hope this study can initiate a dialogue within the publishing industry about the terminology of editing and the metrics used to quantify and assess editorial work.
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nomenclature of copy-editing in the literature Manuscripts intended for specific types of publications (e.g., books, journals) and of particular content and subject matter (e.g., trade fiction, scholarly monograph, technical publication, heavily illustrated cookbook) demand different types of editorial attention from qualified editorial professionals. Copy-editing intervention ranges from minimal to extensive. Factors such as subject matter and type of publication certainly influence this. For as long as copy editors have been editing manuscripts, they have had to name, define, and describe the tasks and responsibilities of their work. E. F. Boomhower (1975) proposed to divide the work into two basic types of editing: 'literary' and 'technical.' 8 However simplified Boomhower's scheme, by following his division, we can examine the nomenclature and definitions from editing these two general types of publications and then compare the most commonly used nomenclature from the two types.
Technical Editing
Since the 1970s technical editorial professionals have developed a multi-tiered grid to describe the levels of copy-editing that apply to their distinctive areas of work. Lynn Beene reviews the realm of technical editing beginning with Boomhower, whose 1975 article divided copy-editing into two basic categories: technical and literary. The JPL scheme identifies nine types of edit, and each type may have up to five levels of edit. Some types, such as coordination, are concerned primarily with project management tasks, as opposed to strict editorial intervention. In order of increasing complexity and demand, the types are 1) coordination; 2) policy; 3) integrity; 4) screening; 5) copy clarification; 6) format; 7) mechanical style; 8) language; and 9) substantive. In the JPL publishing workflow, the demands of each type are distinct enough to justify a discrete category. A given manuscript may require multiple types, as well as different levels of edit. The details of the requirements of each type occupy twenty-one of the thirty-three pages of the guidebook, indicating the level of detail to which the JPL goes to clarify what is expected of editors.
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The levels relate to the kinds of products published, the quality of those products, and the cost. Van Buren and Buehler point out that '(1) each level of edit consists of a range of effort from minimum to maximum, depending on the condition of the manuscript; (2) the condition of the manuscript has a decisive effect on cost and schedule; and (3) the level of edit defines the quality of the end product but not the effort required to achieve it.'
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The JPL scheme recognizes that certain editorial work falls outside the norm -what they call 'extraordinary editorial functions.' Under the extraordinary grouping are tasks such as '(1) providing additional or missing material, (2) working with unusually difficult or time-consuming material (e.g., content written by an author for whom English is not the first language), (3) performing repeated operations on material, (4) editing for technical content, and (5) performing unusually time-consuming services.'
14 These extraordinary functions can apply to multiple types of editing and contribute to adding levels to the project.
Following on the effort of the JPL to clarify its editorial requirements, by 1985 the publications staff involved in editorial work at Los Alamos National Laboratory (LANL), in New Mexico, developed their own system of categorizing editorial work. In fact, Van Buren and Buehler's The Levels of Edit is the only work cited by LANL in its manual, Developing New Levels of Edit.
15 Their system simplified the JPL scheme by combining most of the tasks, first into four (1985) , and eventually into three categories (1996) . The LANL scheme defined the levels of edit as follows: 'Level I corrected typographical, basic grammar, and sequencing errors, as well as violations of Laboratory policy; Level II expanded corrections to those of a copy edit; Level III added revising sentences to improve readability; and Level IV added revising paragraphs and improving overall report organization. All technical reports received at least a Level I edit.'
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When LANL revised its documentation in the early 1990s, interestingly, the most difficult part of the process was agreeing on nomenclature: 'The biggest source of controversy turned out to be how to name the new levels. Although 'Full Edit' was the early favourite for Level C, Levels A and B proved more difficult to define. Suggestions included Production Edit and Technical Edit, Minimal Edit and Technical Clarity Edit, and Preliminary Edit and Content Edit -and myriad variations on these possibilities.'
17 The team finally settled on 'Proofreading Edit,' 'Grammar Edit,' and 'Full Edit.' These levels of edit were keyed to the type of publication being produced: 'The Proofreading Edit is designed for technical documents that are written primarily to meet an administrative requirement (e.g., archival reports) or have a very limited distribution. . . . The Grammar Edit is designed for documents whose intended audience is the author's technical peers. . . . The Full Edit is designed to polish technical documents that must meet rigid readability or format requirements (e.g., SOPs, manuals, or progress reports subject to critical review). It is also the recommended edit for any document intended for a broader audience than one of technical peers.'
18
Literary Editing Meanwhile, editors working outside the realm of technical editing, in what Boomhower called literary editing, formulated their own nomenclature, definitions, and descriptions of their craft. A bellwether in this arena is the Chicago Manual of Style (CMOS), a universally recognized authority on the publishing process. Like the guides developed by the JPL and LANL, CMOS is the product of an organization, the University of Chicago Press, reflecting its needs and codifying its processes and requirements. 19 Published in 1906, the first edition of the Manual of Style (the original name retained until the thirteenth edition in 1982) focused mainly on the needs of the typesetter and the compositional process, as evidenced by the subtitle, Being a Compilation of the Typographical Rules in Force at the University of Chicago Press, to Which Are Appended Specimens of Types in Use. The first edition includes an appendix that provides instructions to authors, editors, proofreaders, and copyholders on their respective duties -'Hints to Authors and Editors,' 'Hints to Proofreaders,' and 'Hints to Copyholders.' 20 The last hint is largely an archaism in publishing today, but at the time of the first edition, the person who read proof pages (proofreader) and the colleague who held the copy (copyholder) performed, jointly, an essential role in correcting the proof pages for final publication. No mention is made of what today would be referred to as copy-editing, although the manual seems to assume that the editor has marked up the manuscript to some extent. The University of Chicago Press has since updated its manual regularly.
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The nomenclature and definitions used in editions over the years have evolved along with the workflows and technology of the publishing industry.
Discussion of a version of copy-editing, as currently practiced, made its appearance in the eighth edition of the CMOS (1925), under the label of 'copyreader.' Along with the preexisting categories of 'Hints to' in the appendix of the previous seven editions, the eighth introduced new nomenclature under 'Hints to Copyreaders.' Up to this edition, CMOS had only addressed the dual proofreading functions (proofreader and copyholder), which followed typesetting. Through the eleventh edition (1949), this section addressing the role of copyreader remained in the appendix under the 'Hints to' sections. The role of copyreader is fully articulated, but the manual still retains its focus on preparing copy for the typesetter: 'Primarily, the copyreader's task is to prepare the copy for composition' (CMOS [11] 1949, sec. 364). In contrast to proofreading, copyreading takes place before the book is typeset, not after. Section 370 offers a definition of copyreading vis-à-vis editing, as follows: '''Editing'' is a very broad term. It implies a careful and critical literary survey of the work; yet this type of editing is not permitted to the copyreader unless special instructions give such freedom. No change that would affect the author's meaning should be made. However, contradictions, duplications, obvious errors of fact, incomplete statements, or incorrect sentences are to be queried' (CMOS [11] 1949, sec. 370). If, after reviewing a portion of text, the copyreader discovers carelessly written copy, the copyreader is advised to take up the question with the production editor to receive exact instructions before continuing the work (CMOS [11] 1949, sec. 370). Under close supervision, the copyreader, in addition to marking the manuscript to conform to CMOS typographic rules (i.e., format, style), is also responsible for editorial tasks related to organization, structure, spelling, grammar, syntax, and the consistency of these throughout the manuscript.
With the major revision that appeared in 1969, the twelfth edition of CMOS relocated this discussion of editorial roles and functions from the appendix to the main body of the manual. Chapter 2, titled 'Manuscript Preparation,' discusses the process and individual steps in preparing a manuscript for publication, some of which fall to the publisher, some to the author, and some to editorial personnel. In addition, the twelfth edition of CMOS (1969) changes the nomenclature, with a section on 'The Editorial Function' (sec. 2.56), under which we find three subsections: 'Mechanical Editing' (sec. 2.57), 'Style' (sec. 2.58), and 'Substantive Editing' (sec. 2.59). Following the section on editorial function is a more detailed section on 'Copy Editing' (sec. 2.60), with multiple subsections (secs. 2.61-2.94) providing instructions that had in previous editions been relegated to the appendix of 'Hints to. ' Editions twelve through sixteen each expanded and updated the information about 'copyediting' (spelled by CMOS as a closed compound from the thirteenth edition onward) to account for new developments in the publishing industry. The decades from 1969 through 2010, when the sixteenth edition was published, saw numerous changes in the publishing industry, some of which directly affected copy-editing and the nomenclature and definitions of roles and tasks associated with it. The sixteenth edition, like its immediate predecessors, devotes a section of chapter 2 to 'Manuscript Editing.' A subtle shift in nomenclature occurs in the latest edition. In concert with previous editions, the sixteenth edition distinguishes the different types or levels of editing. First it separates developmental editing from manuscript editing, then under the latter it distinguishes mechanical from substantive editing. Whereas through the fifteenth edition, the terms 'editor,' 'manuscript editor,' and 'copyeditor' are used interchangeably (CMOS [15] 2003, sec. 2.47) and the editor's activities are called 'manuscript editing, also called copyediting or line editing' (CMOS [15] 2003, sec. 2.48), the sixteenth edition shifts the nomenclature so that the term 'copyeditor' gives way to the term 'mechanical editor,' and the copy editor is relegated to a passing mention in chapter 4 (see CMOS [16] 2010, sec. 4.72, 'Fees and Record Keeping'), altogether outside the discussion in chapter 2.
The description of manuscript editing, both mechanical and substantive, is discrete from developmental editing, which is not within the purview of CMOS: 'Manuscript editing, also called copyediting or line editing, requires attention to every word and mark of punctuation in a manuscript, a thorough knowledge of the style to be followed, and the ability to make quick, logical, and defensible decisions. It is undertaken by the publisher when a manuscript has been accepted for publication. It may include both mechanical editing (see 2.46) and substantive editing (see 2.47). It is distinct from developmental editing (not discussed in this manual)' (CMOS [16] 2010, sec. 2.45).
More than one term may be used to identify each type of editing. Manuscript editing is also called copy-editing and line editing, and these may be further divided into mechanical and substantive editing. These types of editing can each require varying levels of editorial intervention, depending on the condition of the manuscript, which is where the terms light, medium, and heavy factor into the discussion. Therefore, we end up with a matrix in which the types of editing, manuscript and mechanical, are combined with levels of editing: light, medium, heavy (discussed below).
The same year that the thirteenth edition of CMOS was published (1982), Arthur Plotnik published his book Elements of Editing. This was exactly when the JPL and LANL were developing their respective nomenclatures and schemes. Unlike the JPL, LANL, and the University of Chicago Press, Plotnik was an individual editor, not an organization, and he was editing magazines and journals, not books. His aim was to provide a succinct primer for editorial novices, which would cover the diverse responsibilities of professional editors. This accounts, at least in part, for the terse, inconspicuous discussion of levels of copy-editing, tucked as it is into a chapter titled 'The Agony and the Agony: Line Editors and Their Craft.' There we discover a couple of paragraphs devoted to the nomenclature of editing. Plotnik observes that 'there are several levels of ''depths'' at which any manuscript can be edited. Consonant with the goals of the article and the time available, one must determine the appropriate depth of editing and maintain it throughout the manuscript. . . . What are the levels of editing? ''Light, medium, and heavy'' have different meanings under varying conditions.'
22 As with many editors, Plotnik plans the level of editing 'according to the time I have available for the job.'
23 In other words, determining the level of editing has to do, not only with the task at hand, but with the time and money allotted to it. That is the extent of his discussion.
Amy Einsohn first published her highly influential and, by now, authoritative book in 2000, The Copyeditor's Handbook: A Guide for Book Publishing and Corporate Communications. Like Plotnik, she was an individual rather than an organization, and she adopted a three-tiered scheme with the nomenclature of light, medium, and heavy copy-editing. In the third (and latest) edition of her book, Einsohn echoes Plotnik's caveat: 'There are no universal definitions for light, medium, and heavy copyediting.' 24 However, she introduces six factors around which to organize her definitions of these categories -all six pertaining to each level, the difference being the extent of work required in that area: 1) mechanical editing; 2) correlating parts; 3) language editing; 4) content editing; 5) permissions; and 6) typecoding.
It is instructive to compare the definitions of the various levels proposed for technical and literary editing by these organizations and individuals as reviewed in the foregoing survey of the literature.
comparison of levels in the nomenclature of copy-editing In the following comparison of different schemes (summarized in Table 2 ), I subsume Plotnik within the Einsohn column because they use the same nomenclature and Einsohn provides much more detail. These systems of nomenclature and explanations of the tasks of editorial work were created independently; therefore we need to associate tasks to corresponding categories of types or levels of editing to arrive at a reliable comparison of the schemes. For instance, although the JPL scheme has nine types and five levels of editing, the tasks related to coordination edit, policy edit, and integrity edit are either assumed as part of project management and not included in the other schemes, or subsumed under one (or each) of the three types or levels of edit in the other systems. Also, because three of the four schemes were created prior to widespread use of desktop computers and the advent of electronic publishing, those schemes included tasks and refer to processes that have since either evolved or been eliminated from the editorial workflow. Finally, each system recognizes that the tasks of copy-editing and types of publications produced as a result are related.
A comparison of the comparative levels within each scheme reveals the relative consistency of nomenclature across the technical-literary divide. This consistency of nomenclature was reinforced in the responses garnered through the survey of editorial professionals I developed (see Survey of Levels of Copy-Editing to follow). The distinction between technical editing and literary editing, to use Boomhower's terminology, is more relevant with respect to the subject matter and content of each category than it is with respect to the nomenclature used to identify the editorial professionals and the tasks they perform. On the literary side of editorial work, the use of light, medium, and heavy as designations of levels of editing apply to what CMOS calls mechanical editing and substantive editing more than to developmental editing. The practice of editors who perform these various types of editing at the different levels is also consistent to a fairly high degree. It is useful to identify the type of content or publication in association with the type of edit required by a manuscript. That is, editors generally identify the same range of tasks as required activities. Einsohn's descriptions largely correspond to those of CMOS, LANL, and the JPL. On the most detailed level, mechanical editing involves reading every grapheme and graphic element in the manuscript, including spaces. It requires tending to matters of words and conventions (e.g., spelling, capitalization, punctuation, italicization, and so forth) and correlating the parts of the manuscript (e.g., the table of contents to the rest of the manuscript and the numbers and sequence of elements such as notes, bibliography, lists, tables, and figures). Copy-editing makes sure that the language conforms to rules of English grammar, syntax, and acceptable usage and diction given the target audience; that the language communicates clearly; and that it does not lack indispensable information. It verifies the accuracy of the content or inquires about potential inaccuracies. It aims to ensure that the manuscript properly conforms to copyright law and permissions agreements. In most cases the copy editor must also insert some form of what Einsohn calls typecoding, or structure tags imposed on the content, to communicate the structure of the manuscript to the typesetter in laying out the book.
In light of this prevailing nomenclature in the literature, my online survey sought to investigate how the practice of editorial professionals matches up to the nomenclature, definitions, and practice professed in the literature. The following section presents the results of a survey that a group of editorial professionals took in spring 2016, which assessed the levels of copy-editing.
survey of the levels of copy-editing: editing professionals respond Preparing for a topical panel on the metrics and terminology of editing held at the annual conference of the AAUP (17 June 2016, Philadelphia, Pennsylvania) prompted me to gather data on the nomenclature, definitions, and practice of professionals actively involved in editorial work. Data were gathered by means of a survey organized around three basic topics:
1. assessing copy-editing: questions pertaining to general considerations of assessing the level of copy-editing required by a manuscript; 2. labelling and defining copy-editing: questions related to the terminology and definitions currently used in the publishing industry; and 3. valuating copy-editing: questions aimed at quantifying the value of copy-editing.
The final section of the survey asked participants for further input on light copy-editing in particular. Participants were invited from several communities of professional editors, including editors employed by AAUP presses, as well as members of a freelance copy editors list known as the Copyediting-L (http:// www.copyediting-l.info), some of whom work for AAUP presses. The default perspective of questions in the survey was that of an editor working inside a university press, although freelancers could answer from their perspective equally well. The survey intentionally did not gather personal data on participants. This choice was made to limit barriers to participation, particularly by protecting personal privacy and minimizing the time required to complete the survey. Lack of demographic data may limit the ability to extrapolate from these data to a larger population of editing professionals.
One aim of the survey was to test whether editorial professionals use the nomenclature consistently, that is, whether they mean the same thing by a given term. The overall goal of the survey was to obtain both qualitative (descriptive) information and reliable quantitative data on how publishing industry professionals think about, talk about, and act on their conceptions of editorial work. The survey was designed to be as comprehensive and representative of the nomenclature as possible. It included a wide range of terminology and invited respondents to add their own terminology, with an 'other' option allowing for free response. Further, it was designed to gather valid data by asking questions about the same information in more than one way to double-check the consistency of the responses. Figure 1 shows the first question of the survey, to give readers an idea of the online presentation of the instrument. A total of sixty-four people participated in the survey, although not all respondents answered each question. What follows is a summary of the survey's results. Assessing, Labelling, and Defining Copy-Editing When asked to assess copy-editing work, several respondents referred to the definitions from Einsohn's The Copyeditor's Handbook, discussed in the foregoing literature review. Respondents to the survey universally recognized the common terms of light, medium, and heavy copy-editing. However, they offered a significant number of alternative terms as well: line editing, non-native English or ESL copy-editing, developmental editing, technical copy-editing, cold reading, proofreading, and one outlier: 'look the other way' editing.
The conception of light copy-editing, in particular, centred on five basic areas, four of which were echoed under the definitions of medium and heavy copy-editing:
1. type of editing required (what needs to be done): basic issues of grammar, syntax, and style; 2. scope of editing (how much needs to be done): minimal level of intervention required; 3. author: quality of writing, adherence to guidelines, consistency; 4. time: fast rate of output (circa seven to ten pages or 11,000-16,000 characters per hour) reduces time required; 5. budget: light copy-editing is equated with a limited budget.
In general, the definition of light copy-editing depended on the component parts of the manuscript and on the tasks required of the copy editor. If a manuscript contains more than twenty graphs, tables, or equations, it requires more than light copy-editing. Similarly, exercises or problems, text boxes, callouts, sidebars, URLs, illustrations or graphical content, and lists all raise red flags. On the other hand, respondents considered footnotes or endnotes, bibliography or reference list entries, lines of poetry, and internal cross-references to be part of light copy-editing.
Checking the accuracy of material translated into English from another language was mostly classified as not part of light copy-editing. Verifying permissions and fact checking are also tasks commonly excluded from light copy-editing. Conversely, checking and correcting mechanical issues, such as spelling, capitalization, punctuation, hyphenation, abbreviations, the format of lists, and tracking editorial changes electronically are almost universally recognized as part of light copy-editing.
Unsurprisingly, when evaluating a manuscript, the inclusion of documentation -footnotes/endnotes or in-text citations, and bibliography or reference list -topped the list of components that influenced respondents' evaluation of the level of editing required. That 71.4 per cent of respondents said that component parts do not affect their evaluation of a manuscript contradicts respondents overwhelmingly identifying documentation as a key to their evaluation. In other words, a large majority of respondents said they excluded component parts from their evaluation, but an equally large majority identified various component parts as having an impact on their evaluation.
The top factor used in determining the level of copy-editing required by a manuscript was accuracy of grammar and syntax (84.4 per cent), followed closely by specialized language usage (81.3 per cent). The fact that English was not the author's first language was a recurrent concern. With respect to tasks determining the level of copy-editing, as with component parts, the requirement to check completeness and accuracy of documentation ranked highest (79.7 per cent), and the requirement to perform fact checking came in a close second (76.6 per cent).
Because copy-editing also involves factors beyond the task of copyediting strictly defined, the survey solicited input on what non-copyediting factors most affected an editor's assessment and work. Respondents identified the author's tolerance of editorial intervention (80.6 per cent) and schedule, delivery date, and/or turnaround time (79.0 per cent) as the two main considerations that influence the assessment of the copyediting task.
When it came to quantifying the rate of output for copy-editing at different levels, respondents gravitated toward the two ranges of seven to eight (30.6 per cent) or nine to ten (33.9 per cent) pages per hour as the expected rate for light copy-editing. Medium copy-editing was predictably lower: five to six pages per hour (53.2 per cent) to seven to eight pages per hour (27.4 per cent). Responses to the last category, heavy copy-editing, ranged more widely across zero to four pages per hour, with three to four pages per hour (56.5 per cent) receiving a majority of support and zero to two pages per hour scoring less than half that amount (22.6 per cent). Responses regarding rate are tabulated in Table 3 .
Responses to light copy-editing ranged from five to greater than fourteen pages per hour; medium copy-editing was limited to three to fourteen pages per hour; and heavy copy-editing was restricted to zero to ten pages per hour. The wide-ranging expectations reflected by these responses relate to the diversity of definitions applied to each level of editing, to the amount of time an editor would estimate a job should take to complete, and to what both the assigning editor and the freelance copy editor consider fair compensation.
Regardless of the rate of work, the task requiring the most time in any copy-editing was identified as sorting out what the author means and suggesting ways to improve clarity of communication, followed closely by making footnotes and bibliographic citations conform to the style guide. The task requiring the least time was the non-copy-editing responsibility of tending to administrative tasks. Valuating Copy-Editing When asked to list the top three factors about a project that influence the pricing of copy-editing, respondents answered with a general consensus about the factors that influence fair payment. The top four factors of a project were complexity (47.6 per cent), writing (42.9 per cent), schedule and time (34.9 per cent), and author attributes (28.6 per cent).
When asked about the qualities of the copy editor that influence valuations, the overwhelming priority in consideration was copy editor qualifications. These can be divided into many areas, such as experience, subject specialization or expertise, skill set, quality and accuracy of work, reputation, speed, reliability, and knowledge.
As with respondents' reported expectations for rates of output and definitions of terminology, respondents did not agree on how to value copy-editing in dollar amounts, even though they showed some agreement on the factors that influence payment. For light copy-editing, the two highest categories chosen were $3.00-$3.99 per page (40.3 per cent) and $4.00-$4.99 per page (30.6 per cent). However, the responses ranged, with considerable variety, lower and higher than these two median ranges: from less than $1.00 per page (3.2 per cent) to $1.00-$1.99 per page (12.9 per cent) and $2.00-$2.99 per page (25.8 per cent); and from $5.00-$5.99 per page (9.7 per cent) to $6.00-$6.99 per page (4.8 per cent) and $7.00 or higher (1.6 per cent).
For the other levels of copy-editing -medium and heavy -the scale starts one dollar higher than the lower level of copy-editing, but a similar range of responses persists. Medium copy-editing begins with $1.00-$1.99 per page (3.2 per cent) and maxes out at $7.00 or higher per page (6.3 per cent), with the most frequent pay rate selected being $4.00-$4.99 per page (42.9 per cent). Similarly, the range for heavy copy-editing begins at the next higher per-page rate ($2.00-$2.99, 3.2 per cent) and goes to $7.00 or higher per page (44.4 per cent), which represents the single pay rate receiving the most responses. See Table 4 for tabulated responses to pay rate according to dollar increments for different copyediting levels. When invited to weigh in with alternative valuations, under the survey option of 'other,' a notable percentage of respondents (14 per cent) pointed out that paying by the hour, rather than by the page, eliminates the distinction between the levels of editing. Various reasons accompanied this alternative, with the basic agreement that paying an hourly wage frees the freelancer and the press from the pitfall of the copy editor watching the clock, rather than focusing on the quality of work being performed. However, this skirts the issue of the value of editing (i.e., rate of pay, whether per page or per hour) in relation to the definition of the work (i.e., light, medium, or heavy) and the expected rate of output. In the end, regardless of the basis of pay -per page or per hour -what ultimately counts, it would seem, is the overall expense of copy-editing as a factor of the production cost for the book or journal. However you divide the budget, the total dollars spent determine the value of the work, for both the publisher paying for the work and for the editorial professional performing the work.
conclusions This study aimed to achieve two primary goals. The first aim was to identify and define the nomenclature used in the publishing industry to discuss and describe editorial activity. I achieved this by reviewing the literature and by conducting a survey designed to solicit data reflecting current practice by publishing professionals. The second goal, worthy though less objectively measurable, was to stimulate discussion among editorial professionals concerning the nomenclature and practices of editing. Along with the latter goal I had hoped to begin to establish reasonable and reliable metrics to measure both the use of nomenclature and the practices associated with that use in the industry (e.g., how project editors describe editorial assignments to their copy editors, the criteria used to evaluate and measure satisfactory completion of a copy-editing assignment, and the value placed on editorial work vis-à-vis compensation).
While we can draw some broad conclusions based on these data, the overall conclusion is a negative one (in the sense of finding consistency, not a judgment of good or bad). Namely, the terminology that editorial professionals use varies widely, the terminology is used to mean quite different things, and the levels of copy-editing to which some terms refer are both valued and compensated at very different rates. The nomenclature used within the industry to discuss and describe editorial work is perhaps easy to identify. But inconsistency of usage prevents us from achieving anything approximating consensus on what people mean when they use a given term. This applies to the semantic meanings as well as to any criteria for measuring these meanings. Thus, light, medium, and heavy copy-editing mean different things to different editors, who describe and measure the activities differently. Survey data reflected a wide variety of terminology used and understandings of what that terminology means, allowing for generous latitude in how each press or editor may conceive of or apply an understanding of a given level of copy-editing. This pertains to assessing the level of copy-editing required by a manuscript, to the evaluation of the work performed by a copy editor assigned a given manuscript, and to valuation and compensation of the work performed. With such a lack of agreement, it is difficult to imagine communicating clearly or establishing shared expectations about editorial work.
Lacking consistently defined nomenclature for editing is a significant problem. Based on the results of the survey, I distinguish between nomenclature, definitions, and practice. A majority of respondents use or are familiar with the common terminology that differentiates levels of copy-editing as light, medium, and heavy. Lack of consistency comes in how they define these terms, both on a semantic level and on a performance level. The diversity of meaning associated with the common terms represents a significant problem when considering practice in the publishing industry as a whole, or even just practice within the AAUP sphere. If the publishing industry or a given sector of it wants to measure and analyse editorial activity, it needs consistent nomenclature, definitions, and practice. For publishing professionals to discuss copy-editing in industry-wide forums, such as professional organizations (like the AAUP) and conferences, they need to establish consistent practice to accompany the shared nomenclature. Academics who want to study and teach students about editorial work need to develop curricula based on consistent nomenclature, definitions, and practice. Freelance editors and publishing services companies that perform editorial work require common vocabulary and consistent practices to stay in business. Lack of consistent definitions presents a serious impediment to meaningful discussion among people in any of those roles and in the industry as a whole.
Paradoxically, that lack of agreement on the meaning of the nomenclature and what is involved in performing a certain type of copy-editing is the only consistent finding and therefore the single positive conclusion of this study. This conclusion may prompt a discussion within the industry that could lead us to a remedy.
But trying to get publishing professionals to agree on nomenclature, definitions, and practice is hard to imagine for a host of reasons. On a fundamental market level, service providers and publishers have oppos-ing interests. Service providers want to increase their revenue, while publishers, who hire and have to pay those providers for their services, want to cut costs. In the best scenario, publisher and service provider recognize the value of collaborating as partners, rather than framing editorial work as a commodity business. The industry seems to be committed to the commodity mentality, which means that budget dictates work, thus relativizing the definitions associated with nomenclature to economics instead of required practice. That is, the level of editing is dictated by the time available for the job (i.e., how much the copy editor is being paid). The optimist in me holds out hope that the people involved in different sectors of the publishing industry will muster the requisite determination to come to a broad, workable set of nomenclature and definitions. On pragmatic grounds, when the problems and costs incurred by an inability to communicate clearly about editorial work reach a critical level, both individuals and organizations may feel compelled to address this issue.
Two suggestions present themselves for making progress toward the goal of establishing nomenclature for editorial work in the publishing industry. Discussions about editorial terminology could begin rather informally and progress over time to more formal meetings convened to establish such terminology, following the paradigm of setting standards of any sort for the publishing industry (e.g., the IDPF setting standards for digital publishing). Agreeing to adopt specific nomenclature, definitions, and practices related to these terms and definitions will not be easy. However, the benefits will be worth the effort in the long term as we see with the adoption of standards for distribution (e.g., ONIX, ISBN), content markup (e.g., XML, ePub, DAISY), metadata (BISAC), and so forth. No system will be perfect; no system will gain 100 per cent acceptance across all sectors of the publishing industry or around the globe. And whatever metrics and terminology are adopted will necessarily be dynamic, changing at various speeds and to various degrees over time. Some system, however flawed or limited, would improve on no system whatsoever. If this study can begin the journey toward gathering the data and establishing the bases for developing standard metrics and terminology applicable to editorial work in the publishing industry, it will have achieved its goal. acknowledgements I would like to thank the publishing professionals who contributed their expertise to the panel discussion at the Association of American University Presses, and without whom the present article would not have come about: Anita Samen, managing editor in the books division of the University of Chicago Press (subsequently retired); Juliana McCarthy, managing editor, Johns Hopkins University Press; and John Ferguson, journals production manager, the University of Wisconsin Press. chicagomanualofstyle.org/about16_facsimile.html), which contains these sections in an appendix. The nomenclature, definitions of roles, and descriptions of responsibilities provided there shed light on the publishing workflow of the time, as well as the relation between how people worked and the nomenclature applied to the various functions they performed. For instance, changes in workflow have for the most part eliminated the role of copyholder, although in the realm of Bible publishing this role still exists, inasmuch as the process for the most repu- 
